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1. Introduction 
“Above all, the former director of the immigration services Haveman wrote encouraging stories about 
his visits to emigrants in Canada, Australia, and America. He was surprised that so many migrants 
were doing so well for themselves. All of us, all of the aspiring migrants, were fooled by him. And 
why? Because Mr Haveman forgot that he had been shown around by businesses where all was well. 
He never saw the worriers who had to fight for their existence.”2 These are the words of a migrant 
who feels that he has been tricked by the Dutch government. 
After the Second World War, during the start of post-war reconstruction, a distinction was 
made in the Netherlands between those people who were “necessary” and those who were not. 
Those that could be missed, should leave. The Netherlands, with a population of ten million people, 
was believed to be full, and the government actively encouraged the undesirables to leave the 
country. In the first decade after the Second World War, 400,000 Dutchmen emigrated overseas.3 
Emigrants mostly went to Canada, the USA and Australia. Australia was marketed as having a low 
population density and providing opportunities for farmers.4 Advertisements stimulated migration to 
Australia, suggesting that it would be an ideal place for Dutch settlers. Arrangements were made 
between the Dutch and the Australian governments to facilitate migration. The strange thing is that 
even though both Australia and the Netherlands wanted the migrants to migrate permanently, not 
all migrants did. Despite the best efforts of the Dutch and Australian governments, 10 to 30% of 
them decided to return to the Netherlands.5 
This begs the question, how were these settlers viewed by society, politicians, policy makers 
and researchers? Two Dutch newspapers outright state that returnees failed in Australia.6 In an effort 
to keep tabs on migrants, which were often state sponsored, the Dutch government kept registration 
cards on their activities from 1945 until 1982.7 Within return migration, there is a scarcity of 
personal, historical data. Historians who study return migration tend to focus on the numbers of 
migrants and other hard data because primary sources concerning return migration are so rare. 
                                                          
2
 Nieuwsblad van het Noorden, 02-06-1965. 
3
 H. Obdeijn and M. Schrover, Komen en Gaan. Immigratie en Emigratie in Nederland vanaf 1550 (Amsterdam 
2008), 199. 
4
 Obdeijn and Schrover, Komen en Gaan, 196-200. 
5 Limburgs Dagblad, 20-10-1962.; J.H. Elich, Aan de Ene Kant, aan de Andere Kant. De Emigratie van 
Nederlanders naar Australië 1946-1986 (Leiden 1987), 105; J.H. Elich and P.W. Blauw, ….en toch Terug. Een 
Onderzoek naar de Retourmigratie van Nederlanders uit Australië, Nieuw Zeeland en Canada (Rotterdam 1981), 
60-65; C. Price,’ Australian Immigration 1947-73’ The International Migration Review 9:3 304-318 (1975), 310. 
6
 Het Nieuwsblad voor Sumatra, 29-03-1955; Het Vrije Volk, 02-03-1951. 
7
 Nationaal Archief, Den Haag, Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken: Emigratiekaarten Australië, nummer toegang 
2.05.159, inventarisnummer 8. 
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The question that forms the core of this thesis is this: Why did Dutch settlers between 1945 
and 1982 remigrate from Australia to the Netherlands? The thesis aims to question whether or not 
the theoretical debate on the return migration of Dutch Settlers holds up to the historical dichotomy 
of succeeded migrants who stayed in Australia and those who failed and returned. This research is 
unique for two reasons. First, other research regarding return migration tends to be sociological and 
contemporary, and does not have the historical approach of this thesis.8 Second, other research 
tends to look at the migrants as a group who either failed or succeeded, whereas I will focus on the 
reasons for success and failure. This research could bring new insights both regarding the specific 
return migration from Australia and return migration in general, such as a deeper understanding of 
the motivations for return migration. This research is unique because of its source, namely the 
migration cards. These cards provide insight into the lives of the people who moved to Australia. This 
allows us to better reconstruct the choices and motivations of those who returned to the 
Netherlands. Lastly, it must be stated that most of the research on return migration is based on 
modern migration patterns and migration to developed countries from underdeveloped countries. 
This means that the Dutch settlers’ migration pattern, from a developed country to another 
developed country, is rare. This discrepancy between this historical case and most modern cases 
merits further research. 
 This thesis will start with the relevant theory about return migration, then move on to the 
historiography; lastly, the material and method will be discussed. In the first chapter I will examine 
why the Dutch settlers migrated to Australia. The next chapter will focus on what organisations were 
involved in helping them settle in Australia. The chapter after that will review the everyday lives of 
Dutch settlers in Australia. Then I will look at what the cards say regarding why migrants left 
Australia. In the last analysing chapter, I will attempt to find shared characteristics in the researched 
group. 
  
                                                          
8
 Examples of sociologists who studied the return migration from Australia are R. Taft, J. Elich and R. Appleyard. 
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1.1 Theory 
The simplest definition of return migration is when a person migrates from one place to another and 
then decides to return to the place of origin. However, several additions must be made to this simple 
definition. A migrant is someone who intends to stay in the same place for a duration of time and to 
live and work there. A return migrant in this thesis is someone who moved from the Netherlands to 
Australia, with the intention of settling there (for an extended amount of time), but eventually 
decided to return to the Netherlands. In this section I will show different theories as to why migrants 
returned to their country of origin.  
 An important part of any theory in return migration is the success or failure paradigm. A 
graphic interpretation of this theory is visible in image 1. In it there are two possibilities for all 
migrations; failed and successful migration. This model is based solely on the intentions of the 
migrant. 
 
Image 1: A schematic interpretation of Bovenkerk’s theory on return migration. 
 
Source: F. Bovenkerk, The Sociology of Return Migration, a Bibliographic Essay (The Hague, 1974), 5-20. 
 
The model used in this thesis is based off of more modern research and consists of four 
different reasons why migrants moved back to the Netherlands, with two special categories. The first 
category is comprised of the economic returnees. The neoclassical school of thought explains these 
migrants best and considers all migrants as people attempting to increase their wages or living 
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conditions in another country.9 In neoclassical thought, return migrants are those who try to make a 
better living for themselves in another country but fail to do so. Since this school of thought thinks 
that all migrants migrate to better their circumstances, the return of migrants cannot be due to 
anything but the failure to gain successful employment or improve upon the economic living 
conditions.10 The new economics of labour migration (NELM) school sees return migration as a 
success story rather than the failure that the neoclassical school sees. This theory is mostly based on 
guest workers who return if they make enough money in the host country; they return only after set 
goals are completed and they are thus economically successful. In NELM theory, migrants only go 
abroad for a limited time.11 In both theories, economics plays a major part in the decision to return, 
thus one of the groups I use are those that returned for economic reasons. While research in 
migration has continued, it proved difficult to posit that all return migrants during this time period 
either failed or succeeded.  
In Australia, a 1967 report by The Immigration Advisory Committee stated that most British 
migrants left Australia not because of economic circumstances, but because of personal and 
psychological circumstances. The report concluded that many had taken the decision to migrate too 
lightly or they did not have the necessary character to succeed. This is part of the image of migration 
of the times, in which the tough will survive while the weak misfits will return with their head 
hanging.12 In a study among 200 return migrants from Australia to Great Britain, 50 stated that they 
were homesick for Great Britain and 42 stated that they did not feel at home in Australia. This is well 
over a third of the respondents. Typically, historical migrants who return because of homesickness 
are rare. This is in part because migration histories tend to look at the difficulties and successes 
involving only those who stayed.13 The second category is filled with these people, those who are sick 
or homesick and returned because of that. 
Some British migrants regularly returned to and from Australia. Migrants who did this were 
called ‘boomerang migrants’ or ‘to and froms’ by Australians.14 This version of return migration is 
seen in the transnationalism school. This school posits that there is continuous connection between 
migrants and their countries of origin. Even though this theory is mostly used by current sociologists 
for modern migratory patterns in which the internet allows for up to date news and communication, 
many letters must have been written between migrants in Australia and the Netherlands. Although 
                                                          
9
 J.P. Cassarino, ‘Theorising Return Migration: the Conceptual Approach to Return Migrants Revisited’, 
International Journal on Multicultural Societies 6:2 (2004) 253-279, 254. 
10
 Cassarino, ‘Theorising Return Migration’, 255. 
11
 Idem, 256. 
12
 A. Thomson, ‘Voices we never hear; the Unsettling Story of Postwar ‘Ten Pound Poms’, The Oral history 
Association of Australia Journal 1:24 (2002) 52-59, 53. 
13
 Thomson, ‘Voices we never’, 52. 
14
 Ibid., 52. 
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all transnationalists are part of this returnee group, not all in this group are transnationalists. There 
are also migrants who return with the intention of seeing their family one last time before making a 
permanent move to Australia.  
Besides returning to the country of origin, some migrants chose to emigrate from Australia to 
yet another country. These emigrants seem to fall outside the other categories, which is why I 
created a special category for them. The last category is comprised of ‘others’. These are people who 
cannot be placed in any other category because I do not have enough information to place them in 
any of the other categories. The model I created based on these groups is shown in Table 1. 
 
Table 1: Theoretical model upon which I base my research: 
Success or failure: 
Group: 
Failed Success Both 
Economic    
(Home)sick    
Personal problems    
Planned    
Migrated elsewhere    
Other    
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1.2 Historiography 
According to a conference held by the Dutch Centre for Migration Studies in 2010, Dutch emigration 
is an understudied field. In response to this, historians Schrover and Van Faassen wrote an 
introduction to a special issue trying to fill part of this void. They state that in the Dutch Emigration 
Law of 1936, only overseas emigration was considered to be emigration. Emigration to neighbouring 
countries or colonies was left out of the law and, subsequently, out of the research on migration. 
Other aspects have also been understudied, such as differences according to gender and class, 
between generations, as well as temporary migration and return migration. There is also a lot more 
research on Protestant migrants, although they did not migrate more frequently than Catholics. 
Furthermore, migration to the United States has been studied extensively, while migration to Canada 
and Australia has been studied less.15  
Research on return migration is difficult because governments have not thoroughly tracked 
emigration.16 Dutch migrants to Australia were an exception, which makes them so interesting. In the 
1980s, the anthropologist George Gmelch restated this and concluded that return migration was a 
neglected field of migration studies.17 Even in 2004, Charles Guzzetta stated that while return 
migration is studied more, it is still an often overlooked research area.18 
One of the earliest works on return migration was written in the early 1900s by the 
sociologist Foerster.19 He researched the number of Italians leaving the United States after 
immigrating. Before the 1970s, there were no standard methods, time periods, research goals, etc., 
for return migration. This changed when Frank Bovenkerk, a sociologist, published The Sociology of 
Return Migration: a Bibliographic Essay. In his book, Bovenkerk attempts to formalise scientific 
research by giving a clear-cut description of what return migration is. He focuses on success and 
failure throughout his work.20 However, historic return migration is barely mentioned.21 He uses, 
among others, the example of return migrants from Australia to exemplify a failed group, stating: 
‘Many more West- and South-European immigrants have returned from Australia, Canada and the 
U.S.A. than one would suppose at first glance’.22 Many of the researchers who wrote after Bovenkerk 
                                                          
15
 Schrover, M. and M. van Faassen, ‘Invisibility and Selectivity. Introduction to the Special Issue on Dutch 
Overseas Emigration in the Nineteenth and Twentieth Century’, Tijdschrift voor Sociale en Economische 
Geschiedenis 7:2 (2010) 3-31, 7. 
16
 C. Guzzetta, ‘Return Migration’ Journal of Immigrant & Refugee Services 2:1 (2004) 109-117, 111; G. Gmelch, 
‘Return Migration’, Annual Review of Anthropology 91:1 (1980) 135-159, 135; Cassarino, ‘Theorising Return 
Migration’, 255-257. 
17
 Gmelch, ‘Return Migration’, 135. 
18
 Guzetta, ‘Return Migration’, 111, 114. 
19
 R. Foerster, The Italian Emigration of Our Times (Cambridge, 1924). 
20
 F. Bovenkerk, The Sociology of Return Migration, a Bibliographic Essay (The Hague, 1974), 5-8, 20-25.  
21
 Bovenkerk, The Sociology of, 11-12, 39. 
22
 Ibid., 11. 
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kept his dichotomy or tried to build upon it. Charles Guzzetta, another sociologist, wrote the article 
Return Migration about return migration from the United States. He proves that return migration has 
been present in the entire history of the United States and that the government never kept proper 
details about this form of migration.23 This research continues upon his theory and seeks to expand 
upon it. I intend to show that failure and success are not suitable words or ways to define return 
migration and that more categories are needed to define why people return.  
The structuralist approach followed Bovenkerk’s model but expanded upon it by also 
including information about the country of origin. This was used by many authors such as Jean-Pierre 
Cassarino24 and Russel King.25 Both of these researchers are sociologists who study active migration 
patterns. King used this model in his research on return migration from the United States. His most 
important conclusion was that there was a pattern to the duration of the migrants’ stay in the United 
States and that there was a likelihood of successful return to the country of origin. If a migrant stayed 
too long, he would be out of touch with his home country, and if he stayed too short a period, he had 
no new skills with which to change his old life.26 Another important factor in return migration is the 
duration of the stay. The longer the migrant stays, the more chance there is they will not return. The 
more closely the culture of the sending country resembles that of the receiving country, the more 
likely the return appears to be. The structuralist approach is typically used by sociologists to look at 
the influence returning migrants have on a country of origin. My research is different because it 
focuses on the reasons that migrants return, rather than the influence they had after their return. 
One of the key publications in the study of Dutch migration toward Australia is Aan de Ene 
Kant, Aan de Andere Kant by the sociologist Jasper Elich. In this work, he attempted to look at every 
aspect of the migration to Australia. His main research method involved interviews conducted with 
Dutch settlers or their descendants, or Dutch settlers and people working in (im)migration in 
Australia and the Netherlands. In this work, return migration is mentioned sporadically, though not 
specifically elaborated upon.27 Later, together with P. Blauw, Elich wrote a book about the 
characteristics of returnees from Australia.28 To answer their question, what made successful 
migrants different from unsuccessful ones, they held interviews with returnees. In my method, no 
distinction is made between those willing to share their stories and those who do not; in that way, 
my method is more neutral. My research furthermore does not only focus on why migrants return, 
                                                          
23
 Guzzetta, ‘Return Migration’, 111-112. 
24
 Cassarino, ‘Theorising Return Migration’. 
25
 G. Gmelch, ‘Return Migration’. 
26
 Cassarino, ‘Theorising Return Migration’, 257-261. 
27
 Ibid., 33, 63, 78, 117, 216. 
28
 Elich and Blauw, ….En toch terug. 
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but also aims to show that the success and failure dichotomy is not enough to explain return 
migration. 
In Kenmerken van de Nederlandse Migrant, Rob Wentholt (a sociologist) researches Dutch 
returnees from different countries. He tries to examine which migrant characteristics will lead to 
successful migration and which characteristics will lead to failure. To him, how Dutch settlers succeed 
is the most important part of his research. With his results he could create new policy. His research 
does not focus solely on Australia. There is no evidence to suggest that the characteristics is his book 
are specifically migrant-related; they could very well be Dutch characteristics as well, making it 
dubious concerning what sets a Dutch migrant apart from an average Dutchmen.29 His research also 
differs from mine regarding the goal. His goal is to be able to predict what kind of migrant will be 
successful based on the returnees, while my goal is to show that the dichotomy is not a good way to 
define all return migrants. This dichotomy is at the core of his research, and in his view, all returnees 
are failed because he wants them to stay in Australia. In my research, I allow different reasons for 
return, which leads me away from the failure and success dichotomy. 
As stated before, there is very little comparative research in return migration. The little 
research that has been done is mostly sociological in origin and tends to use interviews to assess the 
situation. With the small number of studies in historic return migration, the research in Dutch return 
migration from Australia is especially under researched. My research is set up differently from others 
because I do not only research why people return to the Netherlands, but I also try to show that the 
dichotomy of success and failure is not a good way to study return migration. The migration cards 
give us an unprecedented look at the lives of these return migrants, which allows me to do historic 
research into personal, individual cases of return migration. These are then classified in different 
categories. 
  
                                                          
29
 Wentholt, Kenmerken van de Nederlandse Migrant. Een Analyse van Persoonlijke Achtergronden, 
Omstandigheden en Beweegredenen (The Hague 1961), 150-170. 
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1.3 Material  
This thesis is based on my analysis of the Australian “emigrantenregistratiekaarten” or immigrant 
registration cards. These cards were kept by the Dutch Attachés who, between 1945 and 1983, used 
them to keep track of Dutch migrants in Australia. These cards ‘travelled’ with the settlers from one 
consulate to the next, always residing at the consulate nearest to where the migrant lived. The 
migration cards were kept in Australia until some years ago when the Huijgens ING (Huijgens 
Institute for Dutch History) requested their transfer to the Netherlands. There was no order from the 
government to preserve these cards, so it is unknown what happened to the immigrant registration 
cards from other countries. The cards are divided into five groups: Brisbane, Melbourne, Sydney, 
Queensland and New South Wales. The first three of these are cities with a Dutch consulate, and the 
latter two are regions. Each of these sets has a different number of cards. From large to small, they 
are Sydney, with 23,326 cards; Melbourne, with 19,326 cards; Brisbane, with 7,789 cards; New South 
Wales, with 778 cards; and Queensland, with 297 cards. The cards are alphabetically catalogued 
within a box. An exploratory research of these cards was performed by Van Faassen.30 For more 
information on the cards themselves, I would like to refer to the master thesis by Wouter 
Schalekamp, who used the emigration cards for his research. The difference between his thesis and 
mine is that he focused on how non-governmental institutions helped Dutch migrants in Australia.31  
I used all the information I could find on the migration cards. This consisted of the date of 
birth, date of arrival, date of departure, family composition, occupation and any general notes. These 
general notes could be about anything related to the migrant. There are notes concerning housing, 
jobs, sickness and other complications or noteworthy events. Some notes are personal statements by 
attachés such as “This is a typical failed migrant”. There are several complications when using this 
source; one of them is that some of the cards are incomplete, such as the occupation is often 
omitted. This could be a statistical anomaly or it could be due to some reason I am not aware of. 
Most of the cards are handwritten, which makes some cards unreadable. However, these problems 
are not so frequent that they devalue this study. 
For my thesis I only used one box from the Melbourne collection. This box contained a total 
of 1,129 cards. Additional steps had to be taken to protect the privacy of the individuals researched. 
The solution chosen to guarantee their privacy was to use the first letter of the last name and assign 
a number to that. For instance, A1 is the first return migrant I found whose last name started with 
                                                          
30
 M. van Faassen, ‘Geregistreerde Emigrantenlevens’, in: Bob de Graaf and Duco Hellema (red.), Instrumenten 
van Buitenlandse Politiek. Achtergronden en Praktijk van de Nederlandse Diplomatie (Amsterdam 2007) 22-30, 
26. 
31
 W.M.A. Schalekamp, ‘Aankomst in Paradijs, Wie Helpt de Migrant?’ (MA Thesis History Leiden University 
2014), 16-20. 
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the letter A. A2 is the second, etc. One of the consequences of gaining access to this material is that 
the researcher is not allowed – because of rules regarding privacy - to contact and interview people 
whose data have been analysed. Also, the cards can leave things unclear. For instance, it is noted 
that people got divorced, but cannot tell if the reason for this divorce is connected to migration to 
Australia or something else. Some of the cards used in this research did not always include dates or 
particular years in their comments. For instance, the first note will be, ‘20/3/65: The migrant came to 
us looking for a job’ and the next will read; ‘05/4: The migrant found a job on his own’. When this 
occurs, it is almost always logical to assume that the events happened in the same year. This is 
further evidenced by the fact that some cards only state the year in the first entry of said year. 
For an example of an immigration card, see images 2 and 3. There are several different 
versions of the cards, but this version is the most common. It shows a migrant’s age, family 
composition, occupation and other personal data. Unfortunately, not all information is written down 
on the cards. Some cards have no mention of a marriage, but in the notes, a wife and children are 
named. Most of the information seems to have been recorded by the consulate personnel. There is 
also plenty of evidence that the migration cards are a subjective source, which was never supposed 
to be disclosed to the public. An example of this is the phrase ’this is a typical case of failed 
migration’ written on a card. 
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Image 2: The front of an emigration registration card 
 
32 
Image 3: The back of an emigration registration card 
 
33 
 
Generally, cards from return migrants have ‘returnee’ written on them. However, sometimes 
it is heavily implied with a statement such as: ’Person X will leave for the Netherlands on date x’, 
without having ‘returnee’ written on them. 
                                                          
32
 J.R. Mens, 'Opdat ze niet van Honger Omkomen. De Rol van de Nederlandse Overheid in Nazorg voor 
Nederlandse Emigranten in Australië tussen 1946 en 1961' (MA Thesis Leiden University 2006), bijlage 1. 
33
 Mens, 'Opdat ze niet‘, bijlage 1. 
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This research also uses 75 newspaper articles. The newspapers are found through the digital 
archive Delpher.34 Here I searched through all newspapers between 1945 and 1983. The search terms 
used are ‘Australia’, ‘migrants’, ‘migration’ and ‘returnees’ or a combination of those.35 This led to 
hundreds of hits; however, many of those were about matters which are not (that) important for this 
research, such as the same advertisement for information about migration which included at least 50 
hits. If this happened, I took the most elaborate article(s). I used several regional newspapers, 
namely; Het Nieuwsblad van het Noorden (from Groningen), Eilanden Nieuws (from Zeeland), the 
Limburgs Dagblad (from Limburg) and De Leeuwarder Courant (from Leeuwarden). Het Nieuwsblad 
voor Sumatra is the only colonial newspaper I used because it is the only colonial newspaper that 
wrote about Australia. There are also several pillarised newspapers I used. In the pillarised 
Netherlands, most religious groups read their own newspapers. These were not specifically 
religiously orientated, but did differ slightly in content and focus. Het Gereformeerd Gezinsblad was 
tied to the Reformed churches in the Netherlands. Another reformed newspaper is the Reformatisch 
Dagblad. De Tijd is a newspaper which was Catholic in origin. I used a number of national 
newspapers, such as De Waarheid, which was the newspaper of the Dutch Communist Party. The 
Algemeen Handelsblad was a liberal national newspaper. The newspaper Het Vrije Volk was a social 
democratic newspaper and was aligned to a Dutch political party, the PvdA (Partij van de Arbeid). 
Finally, De Telegraaf is a right-wing newspaper. 
 
  
                                                          
34
 http://www.delpher.nl/nl/kranten. 
35
 Because the website is in Dutch, the actual search terms are: Australië, migratie, migranten, terugkeerders, 
Wij komen, Verolme. Combinations of these terms have also been used. 
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1.4 Method 
My search in the first box resulted in 61 Dutch settlers who returned to the Netherlands. These 
individuals then had to be analysed, so to do so, I reviewed all the information on the cards. It was 
possible to increase the sample size to another box, but there is no reason to believe the results 
would be different. Even though the number of individuals researched would increase, the 
percentage of the different groups in which I place returnees would likely stay the same. There is no 
reason to believe that people whose last name starts with a C made different choices than people 
whose last name starts with an A or B. The choice not to research any further is due to there being 
no reason to believe that any of the different boxes would contain new information. 
The information on the cards can generally be split into two categories: general information 
and personal information. For my research, I used both. The first thing I looked at was the general 
information, of which is included the date of birth, which is important, to calculate the age of the 
migrant. The card also shows the year of arrival, which allows us to reveal the age of the migrant 
upon arrival. The cards also stated the gender of the person. In the case of a family, it would list the 
birthdate for the couple and all their children. The cards have a pre-printed section which was used 
to write down the profession of a migrant, which could show important information about why 
migrants return. For instance, some occupations might have more problems finding a job than 
others. 
After all the general information was written down, I looked at the personal information. 
These are the notes on the card itself which are different for every migrant. Some of these notes 
were not that important for this research, so they had to be removed in order to have a clearer view 
of what was important. These kinds of notes were generally about things like the full dossier arriving 
later than the migrant or the migrant picking up his bags. After these were filtered out, I looked in 
depth at the notes to see if I could extrapolate a direct reason for the migrant to return to the 
Netherlands. Some cards literally stated the reason, while other cards presented more difficulties 
because they did not directly indicate why a migrant wanted to go home, but they did often point to 
problems the migrant faced. Some included no information at all, and those ended up in the 
‘leftover’ category. This way of analysing the cards is summarized in table 2.  
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Table 2: The information which was analysed by reviewing the cards. 
Date of Birth 
Year of arrival 
Gender 
Family composition 
Profession 
Unimportant notes 
Important notes 
 
At first, the newspapers were only meant to support the literature with examples, but after extensive 
study, several discrepancies were found between the literature and the newspapers. The 
newspapers individually also differ in their writing about migration; some only look at the positives 
and others do the exact opposite. Where the information was conflicting, I added the newspapers to 
provide a different view. Their role in this thesis is to give examples, but also to show how different 
people thought about matters concerning return migration.  
In this thesis, everything that is translatable to English was translated by me. This means that 
not only the citations were translated but also the cards themselves, which are written in Dutch. Only 
certain names of organisations are left in Dutch, such as ‘Wij Komen’. 
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2. Why migrants left the Netherlands 
This chapter will give a general overview concerning why migrants left the Netherlands in the first 
place. A number of push and pull factors for leaving the Netherlands are given in the literature. The 
important thing in this chapter is not appointing a primary reason based on this literature, but rather 
to show the different reasons to leave the Netherlands and chose Australia. This will give us a clearer 
image of the Dutch settlers who moved to Australia and their motivations for doing so. 
 
2.1 Push Factors 
One of the reasons to leave was quite simply because the government encouraged Dutch people to 
do so. After Great Britain and Italy, the Netherlands had the largest emigration percentage of all 
European countries. Emigration was subsidised by the Dutch government, and there were two 
reasons for this. First, there was a fear of overpopulation. The government feared a shortage on 
housing because 100,000 houses had been destroyed during the Second World War. There was also a 
shortage of agricultural land. These problems moved the government to take action in the form of 
supporting those who wanted to leave the country but only those who could be ‘missed’; people 
who were deemed non-essential to the future of the Netherlands. These included, but were not 
limited to, large families, small farmers, unskilled workers and those in professions in which there 
were more than enough employees, such as hairdressers.36 The number of people in the Netherlands 
was expected to grow because people were living longer. Additionally, more births were occurring 
than they had during the war. This combination would, according to the Dutch government, lead to 
overpopulation. The Dutch government thus saw emigration as an acceptable (part of a) solution. 
This view was not just carried by the government; many sociologists believed this as well. While 
rebuilding after the Second World War, the Netherlands was strongly dependent on other countries. 
With the migration solution, the government could be proactive rather than dependent on other 
countries.37 
 For the focus on emigration to become commonplace among Dutch people, the government 
had to advertise it. In studies about emigration in the years 1947-1951, high numbers of people are 
seen leaving the Netherlands. The Second World War had a detrimental effect on people, and the 
Dutch were no different – they acquired mental, physical and societal scars. In addition to the trauma 
of the war, there was also fear of a new war. Communism was on the rise after the Second World 
War and several proxy wars were fought around the globe. The economic prospects for the 
Netherlands were bad, and there were no signs of a quick economic or societal recovery. Van 
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Faassen quotes W. Drees, a Dutch Prime Minister, who in 1950 said: ’A part of our populace should 
dare to seek a future in larger countries than our own’. This was a rather convoluted way of saying 
that people should emigrate.38 
 Another factor that played a role in the decision to emigrate was the media. The media often 
portrayed the Dutch as having few problems in Australia. Examples of this can be found in various 
newspaper articles. In the newspaper ‘Het Vrije Volk’ (a social democratic newspaper), it was stated 
that 80 to 90% of Dutch migrants to Australia find work within six weeks. It also states that the 
difficulties other migrant groups have are not applicable to the Dutch. The Commissioner for 
Emigration is quoted in the article as stating that ‘there is always work for a motivated migrant in 
Australia’.39 In 1955, ‘Het Nieuwsblad van Sumatra’ (an Indonesian colonial newspaper) reported that 
almost all Dutch migrants to Australia succeed.40 Although the vast majority of the newspaper 
articles regarding return migration were positive, some were negative, such as an article in Het Vrije 
Volk, which states there are a few failed migrants. But, the article stated, ‘those that are unhappy do 
not write, so the majority of the migrants are satisfied in Australia’. So, even this article ends 
positively.41 
 
2.2 Who were the Dutch settlers? 
Traditionally, the image has been that mostly Dutch farmers moved to Australia. The actual number 
of farmers who moved to Australia was quite low. The number of migrants who can be classified as 
farmers dropped to around 5% when migration was at its highest point. The image was mostly 
formed by the first group of migrants, which contained a larger percentage of farmers and farm 
hands. The government also tried to appeal to farmers and, thus, created the idea that farmers 
mostly make use of the services available to them.42  
Another stereotype linked to the migrants is that they were uneducated or poorly educated. 
From Australian data from 1967, it is clear that about 11% of the Dutch immigrants were 
uneducated. This number seems to fluctuate over time, because the Australian government states 
that 1.5% of the Dutch migrants entering Australia were uneducated. Another group that was 
supposed to have left the Netherlands were manual labourers. According to the statistics this 
number, even though it is quite high at the beginning of the migration wave, dropped. In 1955, 43% 
of the migrants worked in industry and manual labour, but in 1974-78, this percentage dwindled to 
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33%. This decrease occurred simultaneously with an increase in educated migrants. Their numbers 
rose from 19% in 1948 to about 25% in 1974-78. This shows two things: first, the image of 
uneducated or manual labourers was wrong; second, the kinds of people who left the Netherlands 
changed over time. There may be, at some point, truth to the statement that most agrarians, 
uneducated people and/or manual labourers left, but the composition of the migrant group changed 
over time. This is natural when you study a group of people for 40 years, as more people chose to 
migrate, the composition of the group will inevitably change.43 
It has already been mentioned that some of the Dutch migrants left because they were 
disappointed with Dutch politics. After the Second World War, people expected a change in politics, 
but it continued along the same lines it had always followed.44 The general public saw emigrants as 
conservative in their political viewpoints, which does not seem to be true if we look at their voting 
behaviour. Frijda’s research in 1960 showed that most of the migrants voted PvdA and ARP, while 
non-emigrants voted mostly KVP. It should be mentioned that a large percentage of the respondents, 
around 30%, stated that they did not have any political preference. This seems to contradict the 
statement that most of them were politically conservative. Besides that, the parties favoured by the 
emigrants were left and middle parties, making it even more difficult to place the label of political 
conservatism on the migrants.45 
Another thought about Dutch emigrants was that they had certain personality traits. These 
attributed qualities changed over time. In the 1950s, the emigrant image was that of a hardworking 
man who managed to overcome all sorts of obstacles on his way to the top. In the social sciences, 
researchers searched for a specific set of personality traits compared to those who stayed behind, 
but found few. In Dutch society, the view on migrants consisted of three possibilities. On one hand, 
there were those who stated the best left; on the other, there were those who said the worst left; 
and those in between said the common man left. The image that ‘the best’ left was often seen by 
those who focused on economics. Their view on the leaving migrants was that they should work in 
Dutch factories. The notion that the worst left was seen predominantly among Dutch intellectuals, 
who did not see what the migrants added to Dutch society. Lastly, the image that the average man 
left is mainly seen among sociologists who studied migration. It was very difficult to find shared 
characteristics among migrants, leading to the thought that the ‘average Joe’ left the Netherlands.46 
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2.3 Personal motives 
One of the key aspects to investigate is not just who left for Australia but also why they left. Elich 
stated that it is difficult to determine the reasons for leaving the Netherlands. His interviews were 
recorded a significant time after the move to Australia, which could mean that some considerations 
changed and that people found different ways to justify the migration for themselves. An example of 
this would be someone who stated that his reason to leave the Netherlands was mostly to get away 
from his parents. This does not mean it was his only motivation, but other motivations are not 
mentioned because they were not primary motivators. However, many motivations could be placed 
in five categories. These categories were, according to Elich, overpopulation, a better future for the 
children, becoming self-reliant, following family who had already moved or a general dissatisfaction 
with the Netherlands.47  
 The Dutch government held yearly queries on a number of issues. One of these issues was 
the desire to emigrate. In the query from 1948, 32% of the Dutch population seriously considered 
migration. Another 17% was thinking about it. This showed that the idea of emigration was very 
popular in Dutch society. Even though practical concerns meant that fewer people actually migrated, 
the high percentage showed that there was certainly a desire to leave the Netherlands. In the peak 
years between 1945 and 1954, about 5% of the Dutch populace actually left.48  
 Several studies have attempted to show the types of migrants who moved to Australia. There 
does seem to be a difference between those who emigrated and those who did not. Even though 
people who did and did not migrate came from the same area, religious background, occupation, 
etc., the main contrast was that those who migrated appeared to be less bound to Dutch society. For 
example, there was less activity in civil societies and less satisfaction with life in the Netherlands. 
Another noteworthy finding was that they tended to be unmarried and young. The social background 
was important, because there needed to be an emigration possibility, and often migrants felt like 
there was no way to reach their potential in the Netherlands.49 Thomas, another sociologist, came up 
with a different conclusion than Frijda by stating that the only important variable in migrants was 
their age. She stated that this was the most important aspect because people between the ages of 18 
and 35 showed more inclination toward migration. It was also stated that more highly educated 
people migrated more often than poorly educated workers.50 
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 Another thing Elich noted in his book is that the Dutch settlers had different reasons for 
leaving. Possible motivations, according to Elich, were personal conditions, social-political conditions 
and religious reasons. Elich held a survey among return migrants from Australia in the Netherlands. 
In this survey, he found that most of the migrants mentioned non-economic reasons for leaving the 
Netherlands. Different studies stated that the returning migrants could be seen as failures for not 
economically improving themselves. The finding that the economic circumstances were not the 
primary motivator for return discredits that research. Migrants did not always leave to economically 
better themselves; sometimes they were looking for something else in Australia. This means those 
who returned had not necessarily failed in their adaptation to Australian life. They could also have 
concluded they were not going to find in Australia what they were missing in the Netherlands. In this 
regard, it is important to look at the pull factors in Australia and the push factors of the 
Netherlands.51 
In 1956, the Dutch researcher Rob Wentholt held a large survey among the Dutch settlers to 
recognize characteristics of the Dutch migrants. He looked at 200 Dutch migrants, all male, heads of 
families and under 60 years of age.52 He focused on a variety of factors, including intelligence, the 
difference between theoretical and hands-on migrants, and successes in their fields of employment, 
etc. The problem is that these findings cannot be used to say much about the migrants who returned 
from Australia because the study does not focus on returnees from a specific country. Furthermore, 
he only looked at families and men, which I do not. Besides that, there was no control group, 
meaning it is unknown which traits belonged to Dutch migrants who stayed abroad and which 
belonged to those who returned.53 An interesting similarity with Elich’s work is that the survey 
indicates most of the migrants seemed to be practically educated. This shows that Australia got what 
it wanted, migrants who could work in the fields and do practical work. The link between people in 
the emigration countries is also interesting. Two-thirds of the migrants reported having contact with 
someone in the country to which they were migrating. This leads to the thought that most migrants 
followed others. In addition, of the migrants surveyed, 62.5% wanted to increase their economic 
position. This desire to improve economic conditions should be kept in mind while analysing the 
cards for clues as to why migrants returned, as it could prove to be an important factor.54  
 
2.4 The pull factors of Australia  
Table 3 shows how many Dutch people decided to move to Australia between 1949 and 1969. These 
numbers were kept by the administration of the Nederlandse Directie voor Emigratie (Dutch 
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management for emigration).55 In this table it is visible that there was a giant increase after the 
Second World War. There was a visible, slow decrease after 1952. In 1953, the number of migrants 
halved, only to increase and decrease a number of times in a downward, wavelike pattern. There 
were several reasons for this. First, there was an industrialisation of the Dutch society, which led to a 
reduced need for farmers and farmhands. The industrialisation also led to a faster economic recovery 
than predicted, and migration and employment became each other’s enemies, rather than 
complementing each other. Third, the receiving countries had a number of conditions that migrants 
had to meet to migrate to these countries. There were waiting lists to migrate, which led some to 
change their plans. Furthermore, negative feedback from migrants who returned from Australia 
could have deterred other, potential migrants.56 
 
Table 3: The number of Dutch migrants to Australia 
Year Migrants Year Migrants 
1949 1.619 1960 8.060 
1950 9.268 1961 4.210 
1951 10.494 1962 2.027 
1952 15.828 1963 1.930 
1953 7.183 1964 2.493 
1954 10.906 1965 2.473 
1955 13.731 1966 2.284 
1956 10.959 1967 2.064 
1957 6.731 1968 3.039 
1958 7.458 1969 3.253 
1959 8.319   
Source: H. Obdeijn and M. Schrover, J.H. Elich
57 
 
Before the First World War, Australia enacted the White Australia Policy, making immigration 
difficult for coloured people. This was enforced from the 1850s until the 1970s. It was mainly 
implemented to halt the number of Chinese migrants coming to Australia. Although the Dutch 
generally did not have problems with this, the Indisch Dutch, with Indonesian ancestry, did. This 
group will be discussed separately later. Finally, the Catholic Church never encouraged migration, but 
if a Dutch migrant wanted to go, it was preferred that he or she go to Australia or New Zealand. 
These countries historically attracted more Catholics than, for example, the United States, which 
attracted mainly Protestants. Australia preferred English migrants, but the Dutch came in second. 
Australia needed migrant workers to populate the vast landscape and for security reasons. So, 
Australia had to compete with other popular countries for Dutch migrants. As seen in the research by 
Wetholt, many people wanted to emigrate from the Netherlands. Those who ultimately left were 
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preselected by the Dutch government, so the countries of origin could not pick any Dutch settler they 
wanted.58 
One of the reasons the Dutch migrated to Australia appeared to be because of advertising. 
The Australian government popularized all the positive aspects of a migration to Australia. In her 
article, Nonja Peters describes it as follows: ‘Intending immigrants were enticed to Australia with 
images of booming industry, boundless opportunity, full employment, good working conditions, a 
home of their own white goods and a motor vehicle’. It was, according to Peters, ‘a level of material 
wealth unheard of in the post-war Netherlands’.59  
Between 1949 and 1970, about 140,000 Dutch migrated to Australia. Many of these migrants 
went to Australia with the help of a program, such as the Allied Ex-serviceman Scheme, the 
Netherlands Australia Migration Agreement and the Netherlands Government Agency Scheme. 
Migrants were not allowed to take much money out of the Netherlands to prevent deflation. This 
meant that most migrants who made the trip were reliant on the Australian government when they 
arrived. The group most prevalent among Dutch migrants were men, although no percentages are 
given. Dutch migrant workers were described by Australians as ‘hard workers, keen to do overtime, 
to save enough money to buy or build a home or to become self-employed’60. Interestingly enough, 
most of the migrants ended up in the construction jobs they were brought over from the 
Netherlands to do. This was not without problems, as labour unions wanted the migrants to take 
trades exams, which was often difficult considering their limited knowledge of English. More Dutch 
women than men were unemployed; only 18.2% of them had a job. This was the lowest figure 
among migrants in Australia at that time (1954). According to Peters, this was mostly because of the 
way things were in the Netherlands – it was the wife’s task to make the home a homely place, or, in 
Dutch, to add gezelligheid to the house.61 
There were many Dutch women in Australia because they tended to follow or join their 
husbands. This was not just social; it was also part of the strategy for both governments. By 
relocating a family, a larger number of people were forced out of the Netherlands, meaning that the 
population decreased faster. It also benefited Australia because people who had families were more 
inclined to stay. The women joined and followed because the men were traditionally seen as the 
breadwinners who chose where the family went.62  
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Cultural assimilation was the main policy from the Australian government for the migrants 
coming to Australia in the 1950s and 1960s. This meant that it was expected of the migrants to 
become Australian and at some point to lose their Dutch heritage and accept the Australian culture 
as their own. The Dutch migrants seemed to accept this policy and tried to assimilate as best as 
possible. Dutch parents in Australia pushed their children toward the Australian culture. 
Consequently, Dutch settlers were seen as a part of Australia and, therefore, as completely 
assimilated families. A few critical notes can be made, as there appeared to be a few differences 
between home life and public life. For instance, even though the Dutch spoke primarily English in 
public, in a fair number of homes, Dutch was still taught to children. Besides that, the household life 
was Dutch as well. There were Dutch meals, furnishings, traditions, etc. Religion was quite consistent 
among the Dutch migrants, who tended to remain loyal to their religions and to their own groups, 
and tried to maintain the religious pillars even in their new country.63  
In 1961, Taft wrote an article about the Dutch assimilation in Australia. This article gives us a 
unique view not just in the world of Dutch assimilation during this time but also in the perception of 
the Dutch in Australia. He wrote about the Dutch in the town he researched, called Newtown. He 
stated that ‘most of the men work in the one large industry, although a few of them are self-
employed or unemployed. The members of the Dutch community engage in a good deal of mutual 
visiting and only a few belong to any formal organizations.’ Dutch organisations included two small 
religious meetings, a soccer club, and a drama society.64  
 
2.5 The Indisch  Dutch  
In 1901, with the creation of the Australian Commonwealth, the White Australia Policy was enacted. 
The White Australia policy was first enacted to keep out the Chinese, but was later strengthened to 
also keep out the Japanese. Throughout the 1960s, the policy became less and less enforced.65 This 
policy also had its effects on the Indisch Dutch, who had to pass a test to enter Australia. If they were 
seen as 60% Dutch and 40% Indonesian, they would be allowed to enter the country. Some 
exceptions were made, however, with the assistance of the Dutch government, which did not want 
them to come to the Netherlands. 66 Furthermore, Jews also had problems entering Australia under 
the White Australia policy. They were seen as less desirable than any other European migrant group. 
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Their problems mostly seemed to stem from Australia’s isolation and the general fear that aliens 
would undermine Australian living standards or would not assimilate.67 
The Indisch Dutch were an important group of people who fall outside most of the 
mainstream literature. These were Dutch settlers and their descendants who lived in the former 
Dutch East Indies. There were roughly 30,000 Indisch Dutch in Australia. The group included not only 
white Dutch originating from the Netherlands who lived in Indonesia but also Europeans hailing from 
countries other than the Netherlands, who lived in Indonesia, as well as Indonesians of mixed 
European-Indonesian descent. These migrants were also important because of the ongoing Dutch 
government’s fears regarding housing, overpopulation and being able to provide jobs. The thought of 
adding more people to the Netherlands from the former colonies led the government to increase its 
efforts of getting the ‘unwanted’ citizens to emigrate. One of the reasons the Indisch Dutch were so 
willing to migrate to Australia is that they were not accepted in the Dutch society. The government 
also did not want them to return because it was already confronted by a housing problem.68 It is 
difficult to determine exactly who the Indisch Dutch in Australia were. First, they kept their own 
identity as Indisch hidden in their homes from both the Australians and other Dutch because of the 
social stigma. This meant that they adopted Dutch names to appear more like the Dutch Settlers 
from the Netherlands. These Dutch names, in particular, are the reason that I cannot say anything 
more about the Indisch Dutch in my research. I have no way of knowing which are actual Dutch 
migrants and which, if any, came from The Dutch East Indies.69 
 
2.6 Summary 
The most important information in this chapter were the push and pull factors for migrants. I 
explained why people left and that the goal for most people was permanent migration. It is known 
that permanent migration was the plan for most migrants, so those who returned differed from the 
plan and are thus worth the investigation. This is the foundation of the theoretical model, if they all 
emigrated for the same reason the dichotomy between success and failure would usable be enough 
to explain the return migrants. The fact that there are actually many different reasons for leaving 
alone means that success and failure cannot be used to define all Dutch settlers.  
  
                                                          
67
 S. Rutland, The Jews in Australia (Sydney 2005), 51-60. 
68
 Coté, ‘The Indisch Dutch’, 103-111. 
69
 Ibid., 106-111. 
26 
 
3. Involvement in migration to Australia 
In this chapter, the organisations the Dutch migrants came in contact with will be central. These 
organisations can be divided into three groups. There were the governments of both the Netherlands 
and Australia. Besides those, there were several religious organisations that both helped emigrants 
and tried to keep in touch with them after they emigrated. There were private organisations which 
also assessed migrants and migration. The religious and private organisations are bundled together 
as non-governmental organisations. The newspapers are also interesting to note here, since they 
provide a lot of information on what people thought about migrants. 
 
3.1 The Dutch Government 
In the 1950s, the government’s migration policy came under increasing scrutiny. The liberal party 
(VVD) and employers in the Netherlands believed the program was maintained longer than necessary 
as the economy was slowly getting back on its feet. A number of protests against government 
influence arose. This was a moment at which it was mostly stated that the ‘best’ left the country. 
Slowly but surely, there were more and more protests against the active emigration policy. This was 
not just limited to employers and companies, but also extended toward the newspapers, which 
published critical articles concerning the emigration of Dutch settlers. In 1961, this led to a debate in 
the House of Representatives, in which the prime minister was forced to defend the emigration plans 
of the Dutch government. He stated that there could be no help for those who wished to return and 
that there had been no propaganda for the emigration plans of the government.70  
The protest against emigration by the Dutch company Verolme was very important to the 
narrative about migration in the Netherlands. This was a Dutch shipping company with multiple 
shipyards. On the 13th of May 1957, the Telegraaf, a Dutch newspaper, published an article in which 
Verolme announced that it wanted to bring back people from Australia to work at its wharf in 
Rozenburg. Advertisements were printed in Australian Dutch-orientated magazines, which I 
unfortunately could not find. The article does not state how many migrants returned, but it does 
state that the company hoped to attract a thousand jobs over a four-year period. It is very 
unfortunate that there is no follow up article which states how many migrants returned to work for 
Verolme.71 Other employers started similar actions against the government’s migration wishes. This 
allowed migrants to return to the Netherlands and find suitable jobs there. This meant that some 
migrants may have decided to return to the Netherlands quicker. However, it also means that 
migrants might have chosen to emigrate earlier and faster than they otherwise would have because 
they could return if it did not work out. 
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In contradiction to the prime minister’s statement, the Dutch government did actively pursue 
an emigration policy after the Second World War. The main reasons for this were mentioned in the 
previous chapter. The number of potential migrants was very high, and the government was not 
properly equipped or prepared to deal with this. The goal was to usher 60,000 people a year out of 
the country. Over 300 offices around the country were used to provide information about the 
possibilities of emigration. Especially at the end of the 1950s and start of the 1960s, the government 
was seen as failing to provide accurate information about the circumstances the migrants would face 
abroad. Until 1962, the government had an active migration policy. However, this was changed 
because various employers’ organisations and the VVD (the Dutch Liberal party) wanted to stop the 
campaign to stimulate migration.72  
It is important to note that subsidies were not granted to every Dutch person. Even though in 
theory anyone could apply, in practice, subsidies were mostly given to two groups. The first were the 
undesirables – those who worked in occupations in which there was a structural unemployment in 
the Netherlands. The second group were people from so-called abundance areas. Here, there were 
too many people in relation to available work and housing. The government sponsored their 
emigration as a way to actively manage the populace. The financial support consisted of paying 
travelling fares and landing fees. However, this only happened when the migrant could not pay 
his/her own travel fare. The destination countries were not entirely happy with the first group, as 
they did not always have a use for undesirables from the Netherlands. To solve this problem, a deal 
was made. It was decided that for every desirable migrant, the destination countries had to accept 
three undesirable migrants. Desirable migrants were generally seen as those who worked in the 
industrial and building sectors. These were carpenters, masons, toolmakers, metalworkers, etc.73 
The Dutch emigration service deserves a mention here. This was the organisation that, on the 
level of the state, was responsible for the migration of Dutch people to other countries. Because of 
the goal of 60,000 migrants a year, many emigration civil servants had to be hired. This led to an 
inevitable decline in quality. Furthermore, there was no professional education for these emigration 
assistants. They had to get their facts and information from orientation travels and written 
documents from the countries they worked with. On these orientation travels, they were often 
guided by someone from the host country, meaning that the information they were given was 
biased. The lack of professional counselling for migrants can certainly be one of the causes for the 
dissatisfaction in Australia, which could have then led to return migration.74 These professional 
counsellors held ‘information evenings’ in which potential migrants received information on the 
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options for emigration.75 The actual care and aftercare of the migrants was left in the hands of 
private organisations.76  
 
3.2 The Australian government  
Several practices were used by the Australian government to limit the number of migrants to 
Australia. The first of these was the earlier mentioned White Australia Policy. In 1901, when Australia 
formed its own commonwealth which gave it more autonomy from Great Britain, it decided to add a 
dictation test to the requirements migrants needed to fulfil in order to enter Australia. This meant 
that a European applicant could be asked to write down 50 words dictated in a random language. If 
the applicant failed to write them down properly, he could not enter Australia. By having migrants 
take dictation tests in a language they are not familiar with (for instance, an Italian migrant might 
take the test in Swedish), the government could set migrants up to fail. This meant the government 
could try to keep out migrants it saw as undesirable, such as coloured people, Italians, the Indisch 
Dutch, the poor and the sick.77 After the Second World War, Australia wanted every chance to get, in 
its eyes, the most desirable migrants – the English, Dutch and Scandinavians. In 1943, a committee 
for post-war immigration was created. This committee was tasked with changing the immigration 
policy to increase the defence of Australia, the improvement of its economy and the growth of the 
populace.78 In 1958, this dictation test was discontinued. Australia kept its exclusivity but maintained 
it differently. The minister of immigration became stricter with his reasons for rejection. In 1966, 
Australia became somewhat looser with the restrictions for European migrants.79 
Australia did set up organisations to help migrants who settled in Australia. An example of 
this was the Good Neighbour Project. This was a group of volunteers created under the Minister of 
Migration Arthur Calwell. The volunteers were supposed to help migrants adapt to life in Australia. 
This project was only called upon once in the cards I researched. There were also other projects by 
the government, but since these are not mentioned in the cards, I will not discuss them further. For 
more information, I would like to point readers to the dissertation of Marijke van Faassen.80 
 
3.3 Non-governmental institutions 
Public institutions also emerged to help the migrants in Australia. The governmental institutions 
mostly had work-related goals and, thus, countrywide vested interests. The non-governmental 
organisations had a much more personal outlook; the decision to emigrate was placed entirely on 
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the migrant, and they mostly saw themselves as the representatives of their moral and religious 
interests.81 These were divided among the Dutch religious pillars, split between Catholics and 
Protestants. The Dutch agrarian sector had employment problems at this time, which led to the 
creation of several private enterprises concerned with migration to other countries, including 
Australia. Because there was a lack of workable soil, some of these organisations took emigration 
matters into their own hands. An example of this is the creation of the Catholic Dutch Farmers and 
Gardeners Association (KNBTB), which in 1946 created its own department for handling emigration. 
This department was meant to handle the religious, moral, social and cultural interests of potential 
and actual emigrants. Inspired by the creation of this group, it was decided there should be a 
national organisation as well. This led to the creation of the Central Foundation of Agriculture & 
Emigration (CSLE) in 1947. The main goal of the CSLE was to study and facilitate the migration of 
Dutch farmers and farmhands. This, in turn, was done through the proper pillar and religious 
institutions.82 
There were also several religious institutions concerned with migration, for a variety of 
reasons. In 1925, the Roman Catholic Emigration Society (RKEV) was created. Although the Roman 
Catholics were against migration before the Second World War, the RKEV got a papal permission to 
study, guide and stimulate the emigration of Dutch Catholics. This meant that the RKEV provided 
information to the Dutch Roman Catholic settlers and supported them both religiously and 
economically. The RKEV saw emigration as a God-given cultural mission and saw this Christian 
principle as the way to guide, help and care for their subjects abroad. They also made sure there was 
communication with the country of origin. In 1949, the Catholic Central Emigration Foundation 
(KCES) was founded to make the emigration assistance larger than just the agricultural sector. As a 
response to the creation of the RKEV, the Reformed Emigration Society (GEV) was created in 1927. In 
1938, this society was renamed the more global Christian Emigration Station (CEC), which guided 
people to the proper assistance organisations along the pillar lines.83 
There were also private initiatives, such as ‘Wij Komen’. This was an organisation founded by 
Maurits Beckman, the father of an immigrant. His son had emigrated to Sao Paulo, Brazil. When 
confronted with the high costs of visiting his son, he decided to create an organisation which aided 
parents in visiting their children. After a short talk on national radio, he received an overwhelming 
response.84 By bundling all the funds his organisation received, he was able to cooperate with several 
shipping companies and airlines to lower the travel fares. The organisation asked for a yearly 
contribution which could be withdrawn at any time, and which made it more or less a savings fund. 
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After ten years, the organisation consisted of about 20,000 members, and the fund held about 50 
million Gulden. Thousands travelled to their families with the aid of the organisation. The tickets 
bought through the organisation could be up to 25% cheaper than a regular ticket. The organisation 
had many contacts abroad, including in Australia, and is mentioned on one of the cards.85 The 
organisation also had other uses. For example, they had a monthly journal of their own (with roughly 
21,000 readers) in which news was shared about migrants in general and information was asked 
about migrants who lost touch with their families. Furthermore, general information on migration 
was given.86 
 
3.4 Summary 
The focus in this chapter was on organisations that helped the Dutch settlers with their migration to 
Australia. The most important organisation for this thesis was the Dutch government. Its motivations 
were important to the theoretical model because the migration cards that are used in this research 
were created by the government. The Australian government was also important, because the two 
had to work together to facilitate the migration and thus support settlers. Finally, I looked at non-
governmental institutions such as ‘Wij Komen’ – information on these is important because they 
aided Dutch settlers in finding their place in Australia and these institutions are mentioned in the 
cards. This chapter showed some of the possibilities the emigrants had to get help in Australia. My 
research question looks at why the return migrants returned. The organisations discussed in this 
chapter rarely show up on the migration cards I studied. This could mean that those who needed the 
help in Australia often did not get it. 
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4. The Dutch settlers in Australia 
In this chapter, the general living conditions of the Dutch settlers will be discussed. This is important 
because they could factor into the decision to leave Australia. First, I will look at the general 
happiness of the Dutch in Australia. Then, I will look at how the Dutch settlers in Australia were seen 
in the Netherlands and how Australia viewed them. I will also go over some points of dissatisfaction 
among the Dutch migrants. 
 
4.1 The general happiness of the Dutch settlers 
In an article written by Schrover and Van Faassen, an image emerges of the Dutch migrants abroad. 
In this article, called Invisibility and Selectivity, the first word is of vital meaning to my thesis. The 
Dutch were mostly invisible while in Australia. Invisibility stands for the conclusion that most of the 
Dutch groups formed their own community, even though they also partly integrated into the host 
society. The Dutch also seemed very willing to part with their own language and switch to English. In 
a survey among Dutch-Australians, keeping the Dutch language was rated at the bottom of several 
choices contributed to their Dutch identity.87 
In his article in 1961, Taft asked a number of Dutch migrants to fill out a questionnaire about 
their lives and arrival in Australia. Among the questions he asked them was ‘How satisfied do you feel 
with your stay in Australia?’ This question was one of much importance to this research because it 
tells us about the happiness level of the Dutch settlers. It is impossible to take his research as an 
analytic tool for all Dutch migrants in Australia, simply because the questionnaire was used only 
once. A number of things can still be deduced from his research. First, about 5% was very dissatisfied. 
One of the most disappointing things about Taft’s study is that he only asked whether or not 
something was satisfactory; for example, he did not ask ‘Why?’ to his question ‘Would you like to 
spend the rest of your life in Australia?’ About 5% of the Dutch participants answered ‘undecided’. 
Taft stated that even though it was not part of the questionnaire, most Dutch people wanted to go to 
another country rather than home. However, this seems to be a guess because there is no evidence 
backing it up.88  
In the next part of the questionnaire, the respondents had to fill in information pertaining to 
their satisfaction level since their arrival. There were five categories to choose from, namely ‘very 
dissatisfied’, ‘fairly dissatisfied’, ‘fairly satisfied’, ‘very satisfied’ and ‘in-between’. There were two 
questions pertaining to this part of the survey. The first one was ‘Does the respondent feel satisfied 
at present?’ For this, 22% of the Dutch were very satisfied. An interesting note is that the British, to 
whom the Dutch were being compared in this study, scored 62% on the same question. However, 
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Taft noted that looking at the scoring from the point of fairly satisfied and higher, the British and 
Dutch scored almost equal numbers. The other question in this section was ‘The respondent has 
never been very dissatisfied since he has been in Australia.’89 This proved to be another difficult 
question since 52% of the English and 72% of the Dutch stated that they were at some point 
unsatisfied with their life in Australia. This was, according to Taft, because ‘many of the immigrants 
have had disappointments in the early days of their residence in Australia owing to such causes as 
poor housing, unemployment or inappropriate employment, or some other dashed hopes’.90 He 
again illustrated a difference between the Dutch and the English; the Dutch were seen as satisfied if 
they never were very dissatisfied, which would mean that 42% of them were satisfied. Through this, 
he changed his own research findings in order to easier compare the groups. There is another 
conclusion that can be drawn from this, namely that 32% had never been very dissatisfied and 68% 
had. This percentage is quite staggering and it is unfortunate that Taft does not analyse this any 
further. The main let-down for my own study is that Taft does not ask the respondents if, at their 
most dissatisfied, they considered/planned to migrate back to the Netherlands. 
Taft asked a few questions regarding identity. One of these questions was whether the 
respondent felt more Australian or Dutch. In answer to this question, only 7% felt more Australian 
than Dutch. Taft does not remark on any difference in age or duration of life in Australia regarding 
this question, although he later stated there was a relation to these. Of the total recipients, 42% 
stated that they no longer saw themselves as entirely Dutch. An interesting note to make here is that 
Taft suggested the Dutch were trying to maintain their ‘Dutchness’ in Australia.91 He stated that the 
Dutch remained loyal to the queen and that, in some cases, pensions might be involved in their 
loyalty to the state. It is worth reminding ourselves here that this research stems from 1961 and that 
Taft does not have the benefit of hindsight as I do. This is particularly interesting because it directly 
contradicts the view of Peters and Schrover and Van Faassen, which state that the Dutch migrants 
adapted in their new culture quickly and remained invisible.92  
 
4.2 The Image of the Dutch settlers  
In the 1960s, the image of the Dutch migrants in Australia began to split in two. These two images 
were very much framed against each other. On one end, Dutch migrants were seen as successful and 
happy in their new homeland. The Dutch newspaper Het Vrije Volk ran an article with the headline 
‘Many Dutch settlers have worked themselves up to independence’.93 They had adapted and become 
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excellent citizens. This image lived on in the eye of the public. On the other hand, some migrants 
were seen as failures. This tended to be the way they were viewed by researchers and the scientific 
community at large. Most researchers saw the Dutch migrants as living in unhappy circumstances, 
poverty and with a constant feeling of homesickness. The return migrants were also seen in this 
category. This duality remained until well into the 1970s. In 1979, Vrij Nederland, a Dutch magazine, 
posted an article called ‘140,000 mislukte Landverhuizers’, which can be translated as ‘140,000 Failed 
Emigrants’.94 
The image of the Dutch settlers in the Netherlands was not the same for the entire period of 
the research. In 1953, a large group of Dutch journalists made a trip to Australia to get a closer look 
at the circumstances for settlers in Australia. The trip was paid for by the Dutch and Australian 
governments, but Elich noted that the lodgings were paid for by the reporters themselves to make it 
seem like a more objective study. The journalists had several specific questions to answer, such as 
the position of migrating women, mental and physical advantages and disadvantages and how the 
Dutch coped with moving to a new country. Two of the reporters who underwent this journey 
individually decided to write books about their experiences, in which they gave their opinions about 
emigration. They were Koemans from the Regionale Dagblad Pers (Regional Daily Press; the press 
agency of the local papers) and Smedts, who worked for the Dutch newspapers De Volkskrant, NRC 
and Parool. It is interesting to note that both arrived at vastly different conclusions. Koemans mostly 
focused on whether it was possible for people from ‘old Europe’ to get used to the new conditions in 
Australia. Elich remained detached from the Dutch throughout his book because he focused on 
negative aspects, including but not limited to homesickness, boredom and loneliness. Smedts, 
however, chose to focus on the stories of the people and was subsequently impressed by these. He, 
therefore, gave a much more positive view and emphasised the success the Dutch enjoyed, even in 
difficult circumstances. This is another sign that the migration to Australia and back was not black 
and white. Two people who embarked on the same journey returned with vastly different findings.95 
 
4.3 Dissatisfaction in Australia 
One of the reasons for Dutch migrants’ dissatisfaction with Australia pointed to religious differences. 
Many of the Dutch Protestants did not feel at home in the Australian churches, and a number of 
Protestant migrants created their own churches in Australia.96 Besides religion, there were other 
differences between the Dutch and the Australian culture which might have factored in settler 
happiness. Elich quotes a study by Mol which states that 9% felt Australian, 15% felt Dutch and 73% 
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were somewhere in between. One of the differences in culture between the Dutch and the 
Australians was the individualism, which Australians considered a part of their freedom. For example, 
if there were no incentives to have a coffee with someone other than just talking, Australian people 
were not interested. This seemed to have surprised many Dutch settlers. Mol further stated that the 
Dutch concept of gezelligheid was hard to find in Australia. This did grant more freedom for the 
individual but, according to the Dutch, it also meant that there was less depth in friendships. Another 
point of difference between the Dutch and Australian culture was the strong labour union presence 
in Australia. There were many more strikes in the country than there were in the Netherlands, which 
the Dutch settlers found strange. The unions also had a strong control over what was and was not 
allowed. An example of this was a carpenter who was not allowed to do a simple plumber’s activity 
while he was working at a Dutch family. These small things led to estrangement between some Dutch 
and Australian people.97 
Differences were also noticeable in smaller things. Australians did not sing or whistle at work, 
which was typical to the Dutch working culture. Besides that, most Australians bought their houses 
and comprised one of the largest numbers of homeowners in the world. This led to difficulties for 
migrants in general, who tended not to settle down for a large purchase like a house when still 
learning about the country and looking for a job, though they did need somewhere to stay. Another 
thing that was seen as typical for Dutch culture was being very straightforward. They missed that 
quality in the Australians. This led to some annoyance when an Australian could be seen as beating 
around the bush or being untruthful.98 
 
4.4 Newspaper articles about l ife in Australia 
In newspapers between 1945 and 1983, there were several mentions of migrants in Australia. Most 
of these mentions were positive, but some also told of negative experiences. The positive articles 
tended to focus on the economic possibilities for migrants. They repeatedly wrote that there were 
enough jobs and that the Dutch migrants were well off. An example already given was Het Vrije Volk, 
which stated there was always work in Australia for those willing to work. There were multiple other 
examples, such as De Leeuwarder Courant (a regional newspaper), which stated that the use of 
English among the migrants was excellent and that this meant they could express themselves in 
Australia.99  
The negative articles seemed to focus more on personal life. People were disappointed with 
their progress in Australia, and getting a job was harder than they had thought. An example of this is 
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the article ‘Language difficulties underestimated’ in the Algemeen Handelsblad, a liberal 
newspaper.100 In it, a lot of the migrants who were disappointed with Australia idealised the 
Netherlands. This started when migrants arrived in Australia and were placed in hostels, which were 
often low-quality houses. The article focuses mostly on women and states that they suddenly 
realised what they left behind in the Netherlands. Most of the migrants in the reception camps were 
homesick and frustrated with the Dutch emigration service when it came to giving them false 
information about Australia. In 1951 ‘De Tijd’, a Dutch Catholic Newspaper, reported that there was a 
decrease in the number of migrants to Australia, and that the commissioner for emigration thought it 
was because of the language difficulties and reception camps.101 
There were two specific stories which should be mentioned here. One was a letter that was 
sent to the Nieuwsblad van het Noorden (a regional newspaper). In this letter, a reader of the 
newspaper, Bert van Beek, wrote that he wanted to return. The title of his article was ‘Counteract 
scarcity with return migrants’. In his letter, he stated that the emigration agency gave a positive 
image of migration to America, Canada and Australia. He blamed the head of the emigration office 
for this, who was shown around the host countries by businesses, which meant he did not see the 
struggling migrants who had no jobs. This in turn led to the creation of a very positive image of 
migration by him and his agency. This image duped a lot of people to emigrate, while circumstances 
were more difficult than the agency suggested. The immigration agency was also rewarded with 30 
guilders for each migrant it managed to convince to go abroad. Van Beek then stated that he was not 
happy in America and that he was writing this letter for all migrants who wanted to return but were 
afraid to be seen as failures. He stated that he did not want money, but rather asked that migrants 
were given better possibilities to return than they had. This letter is interesting because it showed 
the in-depth opinion of a migrant, and the newspaper thought it worthy enough to devote almost an 
entire page to the letter, which means it must have been relevant.102  
The other one was the story of the family Veelbehr. Their case is one that was documented in 
several newspapers.103 The family members went on a hunger strike in Australia because they felt 
they had been lied to by the emigration office. When they moved to Australia in August of 1964, the 
welcoming words of the Dutch migration counsellor in Brisbane were ‘You should have never 
migrated. You are not suited for it and will likely fail here’. Mr Veelbehr was the head of the 
European branch of a carpet selling company. The Dutch immigration officer told him, as an 
uneducated man, he would not find a job in Australia. The only job he was offered by the emigration 
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assistance in Australia was ditch digging. He managed to find several jobs on his own, which included 
packing furniture, selling encyclopaedias and cleaning cesspools. The family filed a petition to allow 
them to return to the Netherlands. In a conversation with a representative from the Australian 
migration service, a civil servant noted he was surprised the family believed the propaganda about 
Australia. The family complained about the Dutch migration civil servant in Brisbane. As the head of 
his department, he had to examine the complaint about his conduct himself, which was 
unacceptable to the family Veelbehr. This led them to start a hunger strike on the 19th of January 
1966. The Australian government ended up coming to the rescue and sending them and their 
belongings back to the Netherlands.104  
When asked for a response by the paper, the emigration service stated that the family 
Veelbehr should have tried to make their migration a success. Some migrants faced seemingly 
insuperable problems in their first year. These problems tended to sort themselves out and they 
would feel perfectly happy after a few years. He also stated that for people like Mr Veelbehr, who 
had a respectable salary in the Netherlands, the switch to life in Australia was more difficult than the 
switch would be for someone from ‘a simpler economic environment’.105  
 
4.5 The percentage of returnees 
During my research on return migration I came across a lot of different percentages regarding the 
return of Dutch settlers. In his research, psychologist Nico Frijda estimated the percentage of return 
migrants was around 10%.106 The Australian demographer Price estimated the percentage was 
around 20-30%. He researched the return migration between 1947 and 1973.107 I found one 
newspaper reference to the percentage of return migrants, in 1962 the ‘Limburgs Dagblad’ (regional 
newspaper) claimed that 10% of the migrants to Australia returned.108 These percentages were 
believed to be too high by the Australian government. The return percentages were not only higher 
than expected but also increasing. According to Elich, unnamed research between 1961 and 1966, 
found that around 39% of the Dutch had returned to the Netherlands. The different return migration 
percentages might have been connected to the increasing prosperity in the Netherlands and the 
easier transportation between the Netherlands and Australia. According to a later study by Elich and 
Blauw, most people had problems adapting themselves to the Australian way of life (24%). Besides, a 
large percentage of migrants were found not to have intended the migration as permanent (16-30%). 
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One of the problems concerning this was the definition of return migration and permanent 
migration, which can differ between studies.109  
The actual percentage of returnees most likely is somewhere around 10 to 15%. The reason 
this percentage might be correct is twofold. First of all, a lot of newspapers stated this as the 
percentage of returnees, secondly, the percentage of returnees among all the cards I researched was 
very small, less than 10%. As stated in the material section, some cards include no information, 
except a name. However, if the properly filled in cards were used, about 10% mentioned return 
migration. Furthermore, not all cards are complete. I could find no mention of a requirement to 
inform the immigration office of a return to the Netherlands. 
 
4.6 Summary 
In this chapter I tried to describe the life of Dutch settlers in Australia. It is important to see what 
migrants went through in Australia to get an image of what difficulties they faced. It is obvious that in 
order to answer the main question of this thesis, we must look at what the difficulties in Australia 
were. Some migrants, such as Mr. Veelbeehr, had difficulties finding a suitable job. These problems 
the migrants faced can be divided in the categories which are used in my theoretical model. The next 
chapter gives other examples and shows the different reasons for return I found in the migration 
cards. 
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5. The migration cards about return migrants 
The previous chapters explained why people arrived in Australia and how their stay there was. In this 
chapter, I will look at the reasons for their return migration. The first group I created includes those 
with economic problems. This group encompasses the high amount of settlers who were looking for 
a job or got into debt. These were all placed in this category. The next group is those who were 
(home)sick. The third group consists of people who returned to the Netherlands because of personal 
problems, such as a sick parent. The group after that are people who planned their return to 
Australia after going to the Netherlands. There is also a group of those who moved from Australia to 
another country. The last group consists of those who do not fit any of these categories, usually 
because their card lacks information. Graph one shows the different categories the migrants are 
divided in and their percentages. 
 
Graph 1: Reasons for return 
 
Source: Nationaal Archief, Den Haag, Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken: Emigratiekaarten Australië, 
nummer toegang 2.05.159, inventarisnummer 8. 
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5.1 Group 1: Those who had economic problems.  
This group contains those who often embody the idea of a failed migrant. They failed in the sense 
that they could not find or keep a job. This group also falls under the neoclassical economic migrant 
group. I chose to create this group because a large part of what the migration office does for the 
migrants is trying to help them get a job.110 Many of these migrants stayed in Australia for shorter 
than the migrants in other categories or they re-migrated after two years and they no longer had to 
refund the subsidies that got them to Australia. The majority of migrants in this group left between 
two and five years after arrival. Interestingly, there was very little mention of any third parties who 
helped the migrants. Most asked for information and about job offers at the migration office. The 
groups that did offer to help were mentioned in the previous chapters. 
An example of being unable to find a job is migrant A1. He arrived in 1957 with his wife and 
five children. He came to the office on September 8th 1958 looking for a house. He had lost his job 
and had no money for a down payment, since his savings were spent. On the 15th of December, he 
returned, still looking for a house, also stating that he had no possibility to return to the Netherlands. 
He got a job as a bus driver at this point. Even though money appeared to be scarce, he did not want 
his children to work because ’they did not have to do so in the Netherlands’. A month later, on 
January 15th 1958, he returned again, for a ’pleasant talk’. He stated that after a year, he should not 
have expected too much, but according to the clerk, he still wanted land of his own. On January 28th 
1959, he appeared to have found a house but could not make the payment for it. His requested loan 
from an Australian farmer was denied and he was advised to look for another house. Two weeks 
later he came by the office and asked for a loan of a few hundred pounds. He was told that it would 
not be that simple. This made him question what the Dutch emigration services did for emigrants. He 
appeared to be angry. He then seemed to find a few more jobs and returned to the Netherlands on 
the 19th of November, 1962. It is known from the literature that the move to Australia was sold as 
one toward a large and free land, where you could get your own farm. I think his frustration with the 
emigration office stems from a disagreement between what A1 expected and what he got.111  
B1 was born in 1939 and arrived in 1958 aboard the Waterman. His card was made in 1963 
and it stated that he was living with a woman (no nationality mentioned), outside of marriage, and 
her two children. His occupation was listed as a rigger. His first card entry is on the 11th of March, 
1961, in which it is noted that the police charged B1 with stealing. On the 20th of April, he left his job 
at the railways as a station assistant and became a shunter. On the 24th of April 1963, he moved to a 
boarding house in which he stayed a few days and left with 30 pounds belonging to someone else 
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and a sweater. On December 6th, he appeared to have committed a serious crime. He was charged 
with a violent payroll robbery together with a Norwegian friend. The loot was 1,150 pounds. They 
were found guilty and he was given a five-year sentence with the advice to deport him. In November 
1964, he escaped from a prison security bush hospital. He was found on the same day and returned 
to the authorities. There was no actual note whether he was deported or not, but it is safe to assume 
he was because it was the last entry. 
Some in this group seem to have fallen on hard times and took their refuge in criminality. 
This number was quite low—only three of the 61 cards mentioned criminal offences. Their cards are 
the most extensive ones I found. The Australian government logically did not want criminals and the 
Dutch government did not want her migrants to be associated with criminals. This could explain why 
their cases are so well documented. 
 
5.2 Group 2: Those who became (home)sick  
People in this group intended to settle in Australia permanently but did not do so. Some people had 
a hard time adjusting to the life somewhere else. These people often became homesick and wanted 
to return. This group mostly consisted of women and rarely requested help from the migration office. 
In the case of the economic returnees, many come by the migration office to ask for jobs. With the 
homesick cases, people only come by to ask for information concerning return migration and timing. 
There is no request to join Dutch clubs or even a mention of them in any of the cards. This is 
surprising, because such clubs are mentioned in both the literature and news articles. Their 
(home)sickness made them failed migrants in the eyes of the state, but this seems short sighted as 
they sometimes seem to be doing well on other aspects of migration. 
B45 is exemplary for this group. She was a woman born in 1902 and arrived in Australia in 
1955. Her occupation listed her as a nurse. On April the 21st 1955, she received information about 
getting acknowledged as a nurse by the nurses’ board and the nurses’ association. She was told she 
could not work for the first few months. On June the 25th, she came to request information about a 
job as a private nurse. On June 16th, another Dutch person came to the office on her behalf 
requesting if B45 could be placed with someone she knew. This was one of the cases where the cards 
are not chronological or the clerk made an error while filling them in. This only happened in three of 
the cards I researched. The office happened to have received a request for assistance for an elderly 
lady and they asked B45 to contact her. A day later, she was appointed as a companionship lady for 
the elderly lady and officially started her new job on the 22nd. By the 13th of July, she could not seem 
to get used to Australia and wished to return to the Netherlands. She went to Sydney with another 
woman and seemed to have left by ship on a journey back to the Netherlands. She tried to borrow 
the money there to pay for the journey back. On July the 27th, a phone call came in from the lady that 
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escorted her to Sydney, stating that she had indeed returned, but there had been no word since, so a 
telegram would be sent. The family paid for the journey back. On the 5th of November, there were 
issues with wiring money from the Netherlands to Australia concerning the trip back and the subsidy 
of the journey there. The family requested that the passage be paid for in the Netherlands, which 
was granted. On September 14th, it noted that the ship with the money will leave on the 27th of 
September and that the money problems had been taken care of. In this card, the year is only 
mentioned in the first entry. 
This group also included those who became sick while they were in Australia and, thus, had 
to return or wanted to return. The office often gave them medical assistance or at least tried to help. 
Neither the Dutch nor the Australian governments wanted sick migrants in Australia. The Dutch 
government wanted to show that its migrants are healthy and Australia did not want the negative 
publicity of migrants getting sick in Australia and living off welfare. The Australians also did not want 
migrants who could not add anything to the country. A sick person in this study was B18, a man born 
in 1915 who arrived in Australia in 1952. His occupation was listed as a butcher. On February 19th, 
1954, his card stated that he had some trouble with his wife. On June the 22nd, he requested 
information about repatriation. His wife had schizophrenia, which was better treatable in the 
Netherlands. The problem was that the wife did not want to return to the Netherlands. The next day 
the office called it an emergency case in which repatriation was necessary. Two days later it was 
decided by the embassy in Canberra that medical repatriation was not necessary and thus not 
granted. On October 8th 1954, family reconstruction planning was alerted, which is an Australian 
government office. However, nothing seemed to happen and on the 6th of April 1955, there were 
more problems in the marriage. Finally, on the 7th of February 1956, they decided that the wife and 
son would return home to the Netherlands. 
 
5.3 Group 3: Those who left because of personal pro blems 
Many migrants had marital problems while in Australia. This often meant a divorce, and in that case, 
the woman usually went back to the Netherlands. There are gender differences in the groups, most 
of the people in group three were women. There were exceptions, however. B44 was born in 1934 
and arrived in Australia in 1954 with the KLM as a single man. His occupation listed him as a spray 
painter. On the 22nd of March 1954, the office put him in contact with a company, presumably for 
employment possibilities. Just shy of a year later, in March 1955, he found work as a spray painter in 
another county, but came to inquire if there were any jobs for him in this county. On February the 8th 
1956, he was introduced to another company as a spray painter. On the 30th of September 1960, he 
came to the office because he wanted to marry and wanted help from the migration office. This 
makes it seem to me that he wanted a Dutch wife. In December 1961, B44 was in the office looking 
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for a boat where he can be a working passenger to earn his way back to the Netherlands. B44 
wanted to marry a Dutch woman and was otherwise successful in Australia, so I decided to place him 
in this category. 
B55 is a family consisting of a husband and wife. The man was born in 1923 and arrived in 
1960. His occupation was a bookkeeper. His first entry stated that he was healed from asthma. On 
the 27th of September 1960, he started work as a caretaker. On the 17th of April 1961, the card stated 
that he now owned a boarding-house. The next year, on the 17th of July, the couple got a divorce and 
the woman returned to the Netherlands. Because all I know is that the woman left to the 
Netherlands after the divorce, I placed her in this group. It is typical for the cards to focus on the 
man. This meant that there usually is not a great deal of information on divorces, making this a pretty 
common example of how marital problems are visible in the cards.  
In some cases, there was a situation in the Netherlands that makes people return to the 
Netherlands. This situation was usually negative, such as an illness of a relative or marital problems 
when the wife stayed in the Netherlands. One example is the family B25. The husband was born in 
1920 and his wife was born in 1923. They arrived in 1959. In May of 1959, he made a request at 
something called Barrough. What this request was I do not know, but from the way it is written 
down, I assume it was to ask for a job. On the 27th of February 1961, his wife wanted to return to the 
Netherlands to visit her sick father. The request was granted, judging from the rest of the card. In 
September that year, B25 called the office, stating that his wife was in the Netherlands. She met 
another man on the journey back, who had gone to the Netherlands for a vacation. The husband 
stayed in Australia and his wife now asked him for money to go back to Australia and visit a friend. 
An interesting thing is the underlining of vriend (friend). This word can mean two things in Dutch. It 
could be a general friend, but also her boyfriend. The card does not specify which one she means, 
but I assume the latter. There is no mention of her getting the money and returning to Australia. 
Even though the wife met another man and decided to leave her husband, the reason she initially left 
Australia is because she went to visit her father in the Netherlands. Thus, I will place her in this 
category. 
 
5.4 Group 4: Those who planned to go back to Australia 
It is very difficult to make a group of those who planned to go back to Australia eventually because 
there often is no clear indication of the plans of migrants on the cards. There are some cases, 
however, where I can say with relative certainty that it was planned. These people are listed as 
return migrants for two reasons. First, they had an emigration card for Australia, meaning they were 
seen as migrants, not as tourists. Second, their return to the Netherlands was often for a long time, 
without a clear start or finish. This meant that it moved toward transnationalism, but the lack of 
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frequent travel (most only went once) meant that there was probably no extended contact. B16, a 
woman travelling alone, is exemplary of this group. B37 is a woman who arrived in Australia (again) 
in 1957. Her occupation lists her re-entry and the rest of her card is relatively empty, other than a 
mention of a husband and daughter. The card was made on the 18th of December 1957. She had 
returned from the Netherlands on November 3rd that year. On the day the card was made, she 
booked another ship back to the Netherlands in the beginning of 1958. Her husband was a 
boilermaker. She travelled to and from Australia on a regular basis. This could be business-related, 
but it was not explicitly stated on the card. These frequent travels are rarely seen on other cards.  
 
5.5 Group 5: Migrants who emigrate from Australia to somewhere other than 
the Netherlands 
These people left Australia but did not move back to the Netherlands. Although my focus is on 
repatriates, I have included these as well because I believe they add to the migration debate because 
they left Australia for various reasons just like the repatriates. Many of those in this category could 
also be placed in another category. Our first example is B2, a man born in 1933. He arrived in 
Australia in 1962 on a KLM flight. His card stated that on the 1st of May 1964, he returned to the 
Netherlands and moved on to New Zealand in August of the same year. In November 1964, he 
requested a police statement (politieverklaring) of some sort. This could also mean a statement of 
good behaviour (Verklaring van goed gedrag), which I have seen requested also on other cards. 
However, the office responded by asking him to contact the police commissioner in Brisbane, while I 
would expect that a statement of good behaviour would be given by the Netherlands. On November 
20th, his card and info were sent to Perth. His stated occupation was a bank employee, but his 
education was an engineering fitter. These kinds of discrepancies were uncommon on the cards, 
most found work in their own field or something related to that.  
B52 was born in 1938 and had a wife, son, and daughter, all born outside of Australia. They 
arrived in 1960. His occupation was noted as a student, the first and only one I have seen. His age 
was quite old for a student, being twenty-two and with two children. This could mean he had no 
marketable skills. His first note is dateless and stated that the migration office arranged an interview 
for him and he should hear about the interview within ten days. On the 5th of September 1960, he 
started a new job and on the 7th he sent a thank you note. He was positive about his new life and 
requested that his bags be sent quickly, considering that they had a new-born child just before they 
arrived in Australia. An entry on the 8th stated that the baggage would be sent the next day. This 
showed that the migration office was being helpful. On the 17th of July 1961, he got a message from 
his grandparent. It stated that he could start working in the Solomon Isles. He could travel there 
without a permit because it was part of the British Commonwealth. He left on the 1st of October. This 
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case raises a lot of questions, such as why he came to Australia if the Solomon Isles was the plan all 
along, or why he left for the Solomon Isles if he intended to stay in Australia. It is one of the many 
cases in which it was unfortunate that I cannot interview the people named on the cards.  
 
5.6 Group 6: The remaining group  
This group consists of those who do not seem to fit in the above categories. This is because 
something unique happened to them or because there was not enough information on the card to 
make a proper guess as to why they left. It is also the only group in which I decided to explain all the 
cards to give clarity to the reader as to why they are in this category. 
B7 was a man born in 1920. He was married and moved from Indonesia to Australia in 1958. 
The card does not state whether he was born in Indonesia or the Netherlands. On the 14th of October 
1963, he returned to the Netherlands. He lost his premium over this. This was not the end, as in the 
following months there was some confusion of identity between this man and another. Precisely 
when he left Australia is unclear due to this confusion. There is no explanation for the confusion and 
the card ends without a final conclusion. 
B12 was born in 1913 and arrived on December the 8th 1954. He was married and had three 
children, all born before they reached Australia. He was a tailor and the first thing his card says is that 
he was in Australia until the 18th of May 1957. On the 19th of June 1959, the migration office received 
a letter in which the wife asked for help concerning re-emigration. The migration office sent the file 
to the emigration office, but unfortunately these files are not accessible. 
B22 was a man who arrived in 1981. He was a carpenter. I do not know a lot about him 
except that he returned to the Netherlands at an unknown date. The rest of the card is a statement 
that he changed his address. His first entry is from the 15th of March 1981 and noted that he stayed 
with a friend. In September, it stated that he moved somewhere else. On the 30th of June 1984, he 
visited the office inquiring about repatriation and then it says “see file”, which we, unfortunately, do 
not have access to. There is no mention of any problems or reasons for leaving.  
B46 was a single man. He was born in 1930 and arrived in 1958. His occupation listed him as 
an analyst. On the 21st of April 1959, he was hired as a laboratory worker in Brisbane. On November 
the 22nd in 1960, he requested information about returning to the Netherlands and the migration 
office told him of the consequences he would face because his migration was government aided. On 
the 28th of August 1962, he returned to the Netherlands. Unfortunately, there is no mention about 
why he wished to return to the Netherlands. 
B58 was a married man who was born in 1914. He had a son and a daughter, both born 
outside of Australia. He was educated as a ’tandtechnieker’, which is someone who works with false 
teeth. He only has one dateless entry: he was in Australia from the 15th of April 1950 until the 27th of 
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May 1955 and wished to return. The card was made in 1958, so I assume he wished to return to 
Australia. It again says “for further information, see file”. Since I do not have any files, I cannot know 
the reason for his return to the Netherlands or his desire to return to Australia. 
 
5.7 General remarks based on the cards  
Support from the Australian government or non-governmental organisations was rarely mentioned in 
the cards. As discussed previously, there were several governmental and non-governmental 
programmes. There could be several reasons for this absence. Not all migrant cards are fully filled in 
and often the assisted travel and sort of assistance sections were empty. Non-governmental 
organisations were sometimes mentioned on the cards. An example of this is the organisation Wij 
Komen. In emergencies, they could assist migrants in their return to the Netherlands.112 These 
organisations were mentioned, but much less often than expected. The goal of the organisations was 
mostly to help migrants find their way to Australia, in which case, one would expect them to be 
called on regularly for migrants who might return. There was no evidence in the literature about the 
Dutch in Australia as to why these organizations were not mentioned more. They are known and 
researched, so it could be a statistical anomaly that they are barely mentioned in the cards that were 
studied. 
Elich and Blauw in their study of return migrants did not mention criminality.113 There were 
not many mentions of criminality in this research, but it did happen. The most likely explanation for 
their omission is that they conducted their interviews on a voluntary basis. People who became 
criminals in Australia or got deported might be unwilling to tell their story. Finding criminal behaviour 
was an unexpected finding nonetheless because it is never mentioned in any other literature. The 
group of criminal Dutch settlers was probably not very big, as I found no mention of Dutch criminals 
in Australia in any of the publications or news articles used for this thesis. 
 
5.8 Summary 
This chapter forms the core of my thesis. As explained in the theory chapter, I expanded upon the 
model used by Bovenkerk and added other reasons for return given by other sociologists. The 
migrant cards used in this research were divided in the groups in this chapter. In all of these groups I 
chose one or more examples that were typical for the entire group. The division into these groups is 
to show that although all migrants had different reasons to return, many were similar enough to 
place them together in a group.  
                                                          
112 For more information see Eilanden-Nieuws, 21-04-1961. This group is approached in case B21.  
113
 Elich and Blauw, ….En toch terug. 
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6. Returning migrants divided in different 
categories 
In the previous chapter it was shown how migrants’ individual cases differ from each other. In this 
chapter, I look at the entire group of migrants based on categories such as age, gender, and duration 
of stay. The reason I do this is because in return migration studies these characteristics are often 
used to group returning migrants. This chapter shows that this is not the case for Dutch settlers. This 
is also important because it shows that whether a migrant returns or not is not solely explainable by 
any of these categories. It shows that the most important categories are the personal motivations for 
returning, because categories such as age, gender and duration do not fully explain the return. 
 
6.1 The Duration of their stay in Australia 
 
Graph 2: The number of people migrating back and the duration of their stay. 
 
Source: Nationaal Archief, Den Haag, Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken: Emigratiekaarten Australië, 
nummer toegang 2.05.159, inventarisnummer 8. 
 
If you take all migrants whose arrival and departure dates we know, on average, they stayed in 
Australia for 54 months. I did not look at days, only the months. Most migrants moved to Australia 
with some sort of government assistance, and part of that agreement was they would have to stay 
for at least 2 years. The average stay, however, was 5 to 6 years, which could mean two things. It 
either shows a high level of determination on the migrants’ part, or they did not have enough money 
for a return to the Netherlands.  
There are three peaks in graph two. One peak is visible at the 12 month duration. Another 
can be seen at the 30 month period and the last one is at 54 months. The first peak could represent 
those who moved to Australia on government support and wanted to return as soon as possible. The 
second peak can be those who emigrated with the help of the Dutch government. This group would 
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have to wait for two years before being able to return. The third peak is more difficult to explain. I 
cannot fathom as to why this peak is here and suspect that it would disappear if I had larger sample. 
The second peak seems to disprove that there is a direct relation to the duration of the stay in 
months and chance for return migration. 
 
6.2 The age of migrants upon arrival  
 
Table 4: The age of migrants on arrival. 
Age in 
Years: 
15-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61+ 
Number 
of 
people: 
3 4 9 8 7 5 3 3 3 3 
Source: Nationaal Archief, Den Haag, Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken: Emigratiekaarten Australië, 
nummer toegang 2.05.159, inventarisnummer 8. 
 
Table four shows the age of the migrants upon their arrival to Australia. The exact date of arrival was 
not always mentioned on the cards; in those cases I use the first entry on the card as a date of arrival. 
Combined with their date of birth, this can tell us the migrants’ ages when they arrived in Australia. 
The birthdate is, more often than not, just a year, so the age is calculated with the year of entry and 
might be slightly off, but never by more than a year. Not all dates of arrival or birth are on the cards, 
so I could calculate the ages of 48 people. The average age at arrival was 38. This was slightly older 
than I expected, because the image of migrants tends to be one of the young people trying to make a 
life for themselves. The oldest person, B16, was 64 years old and the youngest, B1 and B56, were 19. 
The graph shows us that young people are more prevalent among the returning migrants. 
 
6.3 The years in which the migrants arrived in Australia  
It is also interesting to compare the years in which the migrants arrived. This could show us whether 
there were large differences between those who came early compared to those who arrived late. 
Table 6 and 7 show the years in which the return migrants form this study arrived, and the year in 
which they left. Graph 3 is a side by side comparison of these two tables. 
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Table 6 and 7: The number of return migrants in different years: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Nationaal Archief, Den Haag, Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken: Emigratiekaarten Australië, 
nummer toegang 2.05.159, inventarisnummer 8. 
 
Graph 3: The number arriving and returning migrants based on the cards studied for this 
research. 
 
Source: Nationaal Archief, Den Haag, Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken: Emigratiekaarten Australië, 
nummer toegang 2.05.159, inventarisnummer 8. 
 
Compared to the average number of Dutch settlers arriving in Australia, the arrivals in my 
study are line with the general trend of migration toward Australia. Table 6 shows that the highest 
number of migrants arrived between 1955 and 1959. The return dates show another pattern. Table 7 
shows that the largest number of migrants returned between 1960 and 1964. This can mean a 
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number of things. For example, some event might have happened in those years that increased 
return migration. But I did not come across anything that suggested such an event. The cards also 
seem to disprove such a theory, because the reasons for leaving were be different. Graph 3 shows 
that the number of returnees seems to be similar to the arrivals, but a few years later.  
 
6.4 Return migration and gender  
 
Graph 4: Return Migrants by family composition. 
 
Source: Nationaal Archief, Den Haag, Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken: Emigratiekaarten Australië, 
nummer toegang 2.05.159, inventarisnummer 8. 
 
One of the first things I noticed when I looked through the cards is the vastly disproportionate 
attention paid to men. Graph 4 shows the returnees divided by single men, single women and 
families, which shared a single card. Women on the cards are only mentioned when they have a 
direct problem. It rarely happens that the clerk wrote 'they moved to …’ when a family is discussed. 
Usually, it states ‘he moved to …’, ‘he did …’, ‘he decided to ...’. The woman, or even the family, is 
very often unmentioned. This is partly to be expected because, in those times, women’s rights were a 
lot weaker than they are today. 
Sometimes, women got separate cards if they moved earlier or later than their husbands. 
Also, homesickness tends to be heavily gendered. In my research, most of the homesick cases 
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concern women. The few homesick cases that are men are mostly placed there because they cannot 
seem to get used to Australia, which to me is a kind of homesickness. Homesickness and failed 
marriages were the main reason women leave Australia permanently.  
Additionally, more families returned than single men and women. At first, this seems odd, as 
Elich mentions that most of the migrants are single men. However, in the research conducted by him 
and Blauw, he shows that a lot of families return, especially compared to the total numbers of single 
and married migrants.114 They do not link any conclusion to this finding. The cards themselves do not 
provide a direct answer to why this is; however, it could be a matter of logistics. It is harder for 
families with children to move around to find employment because children required stability and 
schooling. This added responsibility could mean that migrants are more likely to return home in the 
hopes of building a steady life there. 
 
6.5 The return motivations of Elich and Blauw 
The research of Elich and Blauw was important for my research because they also look at returnees 
from Australia. My data comes from cards containing information collected by the state with the aim 
of keeping track of the migrants in Australia. These cards do not speak of the feelings of the migrants, 
but show their actions. Elich and Blauw got their data from interviews, which meant that feelings get 
a much bigger role. Their method of categorising return migrants was not applicable to my study. 
This is because they held interviews in which feelings played a large role. The emigration cards are 
different because they show actions rather than feelings. Another important factor in collecting data 
from these cards is that people might not have been honest to the government, while they could be 
honest to an interviewer. A last thing to notice is the emigration cards rarely tell us the reasons why 
someone left Australia, so sometimes it is necessary to connect the events of the card to the 
departure from Australia. 
 
6.6 Summary 
In this chapter, I divided my research group in different ways to show if they could be used to link all 
the return migrants together. This is done to counter the common assumption in the literature that 
failed migrants share many characteristics. Even though I already show that not all these migrants 
can be considered failed, I also wanted to show that they have no shared characteristics such as age 
or year of arrival that define them. This further proves that research in return migration should not 
be centred around finding characteristics, but rather around finding return motivations. 
  
                                                          
114
 Elich & Blauw, En toch Terug, 47. 
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7. Conclusions 
The main question of this thesis is why Dutch migrants returned from Australia. To answer this 
question, I first looked at why the migrants left the Netherlands. In the eyes of the Dutch 
government, it was a good practice to get rid of undesirables. From the other side, with the rise of 
communism, the Australian government wanted an increase in population for defensive purposes 
and its land could support many more people than were there. In their desire to sell Australia to the 
public, the Dutch government may have oversold the possibilities in Australia. This is shown by much 
of the literature, many of the settlers’ experiences and newspapers from this time.  
There was not much evidence of activities from non-governmental assistance organisations. 
The literature on the subject mentions several organisations that were created to help people 
migrate and to find their way in Australia. Except for the Good Neighbour Project and Wij Komen, 
there was no mention of such organisations on the cards. Most literature acknowledges the 
existence of religious assistance groups, but does not mention how effective these were. Based on 
the cards I have seen, there was little or no help from religious institutions for (returning) migrants in 
Australia.  
 A new theoretical framework was used that encompasses the reasons for migrants to return. 
The theoretical model I used for this can be seen in table 8. The difference between this table and 
table 1 is that table 8 shows how the Dutch migrants are divided amongst the categories. This 
division into six different groups is used throughout this thesis. This thesis shows that returnees have 
different problems. Some lose jobs because of a language barrier and others do not have the 
necessary skills to find a job in Australia or arrive in a saturated market. Even though these problems 
are individual, they could be divided into groups; this example falls into an economic group. The six 
groups I used in this theory are used to show how circumstances affect return migration. What is 
gained by looking at return migration on a micro level is that the reasons for return migration 
become clear and policy can be created or altered to better deal with them. 
 
Table 8: The theoretical model when applied to the Dutch settlers to Australia: 
Success or failure: 
Group: 
Failed Success Both 
Economic 33%   
(Home)sick   26% 
Personal problems   13% 
Planned  12%  
Migrated elsewhere   8% 
Other   8% 
Source: Nationaal Archief, Den Haag, Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken: Emigratiekaarten Australië, 
nummer toegang 2.05.159, inventarisnummer 8. 
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The cards showed several surprises when I analysed them. There were three individuals who 
had problems with law enforcement. This is unique because I have not read anything in any of the 
researches used in this paper about contact with law enforcement. Another interesting find is that 
the company Verolme wanted to specifically hire returnees. If returnees were failed and had a 
negative image attached to them, this would not be a good business plan. This suggests that not all 
returning migrants were seen as failures, despite what a lot of literature and some newspapers claim. 
Even though 10 to 30% of all Dutch migrants returned from Australia, policy changes could 
have been made to create a system where more mandatory classes about emigration are given. A lot 
of the returnees seem to have been ill-prepared to deal with the situation in Australia. An example of 
this are the complaints about housing, which could have been solved if migrants knew what they 
were getting into. Another problem is language differences, which could also have been solved 
through classes. The newspaper research confirms this. In the few articles that are critical of 
migration and take an in-depth look at the problems in Australia, language, housing, and difficulty 
finding suitable jobs come up regularly. To prevent this from happening in modern times, migration 
agencies could try to better prepare migrants for the negative aspects of their journey. Many will not 
need this, or will be able to adapt, but as my research has shown, there are many who need the extra 
information and guidance. Based on what the cards tell us this guidance seems to be either missing 
or not developed enough in the case of Australian migration. Using the five categories in my thesis 
(excluding other), policy makers could target specific groups to make them more aware of the 
possibilities of the risks they face when migrating. 
My research was conducted using the cards of 61 people who returned to the Netherlands, 
which all come from the same archival box. This is but one box out of the dozens of boxes in the 
Dutch National Archive. Further research could be done into the other boxes, although, as I stated 
before, there is no reason to believe that the results will be very different. There is no reason to 
believe that Dutch settlers who were stored in other boxes will have made other choices. The boxes 
also contain cards from different areas in Australia. It would be interesting to see how table 8 would 
look for Dutch migrants in other areas of Australia. Examining all the records will also provide more 
in-depth knowledge of the migrants’ lives. Another way in which research could be expanded is by 
looking for returnees in the Netherlands and to try and find their corresponding migration cards. 
That way you can compare the interviews and the migration cards to see what the similarities and 
differences are between the story of a migrant and the way it is written down in the migration cards.  
 The most important conclusion in this research is that the dichotomy between success and 
failure is not a good method to study return migration. Rather, the studied examples have shown 
that dividing return migrants into five groups allows for more in-depth research. These five groups 
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form the basis for my theoretical model and should be used for future research into return 
migration. This model is better than the often used dichotomy because it allows for a more personal 
look at why migrants return. Even though it is more of a personal approach, the division in groups 
means that both researchers and policy makers can further specify their research. This will lead to 
better research and policy for all return migrants. 
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